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REMARKS 

; Claims 1 -37 are currently pending in the subject application, and are presently under 
consideration. Claims 1-37 are rejected Claims 1, 1 1, 16, 22, 29, 36 and 37 have been 
amended. Claim 10 has been canceled. Favorable reconsideration of the application is requested 
in yiew of the amendments and comments herein. 

: 
! 

i 

*' ! Rejection of Claims 1. 10-15. 3 6 and 37 Under 35 U.S.C. SlOlfal 

. Claims 1 , 10-15, 36 and 37 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent Applicant Publication No. 2001/0055291 to Schweitzer ("Schweitzer") in view 
of OJ-S. Patent Publication No. 5,548, 633 to Kujawa ("Kujawa"). Withdrawal of this rejection is 
respectfully requested for at least the following reasons. 

j As stated above, claim 10 has been canceled. Accordingly, the rejection of claim 10 is 
now moot. 

j Schweitzer taken in view Kujawa does not teach or suggest storing, at a client system (or 
a computer system), information related to a time based bill and transmitting a call detail record 
frorji the client system to a billing module on a billing systSn, as recited in amended claims 1 
and |36-37. Schweitzer discloses a wireless general packet radio service (GPRS) system using 
call]description records (CDR) that records dates, times and lengths of each telephone call (See 
Schweitzer, Para. [0020J). The GPRS sends the CDR to a billing system (See Schweitzer, Para. 
[0020]). A GPRS does not correspond to the client system (and computer system) recited in 
claims 1 and 36-37. In claims 1 and 36-37, the same system (the client system, and the computer 
system) for which a network interface is determined to be turned off or on, stores information 
related to a time-based bill. Tn contrast, Schweitzer does not teach or suggest that the GRPS (that 
usesiCDRs) determines when a network interface is turned on or off for the GRPS. Accordingly, 
Schweitzer fails to teach or suggest the client system or the computer system recited in amended' 
Claims 1 and 36-37. 

j Moreover, in the rejection of claims 1 and 36-37, the Examiner cites Kujawa for 
disclosing a network interface (See Office Action, Pages 2, 6 and 8, Citing the Abstract of 

i 
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Kiyawa). However, the addition of Kujawa does not make up for the aforementioned 
deficiencies of Schweitzer. Therefore, Schweitzer taken in view of Kujawa fails to teach or 
suggest each and every element of amended claims 1 and 36-37. Thus, amended claims 1 and 
36|37 are not obvious in light of the teachings of Schweitzer in view of Kujawa. Accordingly, 
amicnded claims 1 and 36-37, as well as claims 1 1-15 depending from amended claim 1 are" ' 
patentable over the cited art. 

\ Additionally, Schweitzer taken in view of Kujawa does not teach or suggest transmitting 
a disconnect packet from a client to a router device, as recited in claim 12. In rejecting claim 12, 
thejExaminer contends that numerous sections of Schweitzer disclose the elements recited in 
claim 12 (See Office Action, Page 4, citing Figs, la, 5 and Paras. [0004]-[0008], [0010]-[00l 1], 
[00b],[0049j and [0057] of Schweitzer). Applicant's representative respectfully disagrees. As 
an example, one of the ci ted sections of Schweitzer discloses that an TP-enabled device 502 is 
coupled to a router 504 which is coupled to a wide area network 506 (See Schweitzer, FIG. 5 and 
Parf . [0049]). Schweitzer also discloses that utilizing a virtual private network, it is possible to 
allocate communication resources belonging to specific applications or IP addresses (See 
Schweitzer, Para. [0049]). However, none of the cited sections^ Schweitzer teaches or suggests 
thatja disconnect packet is transmitted from a client to a router device, as recited in claim 12. In 
fact| Schweitzer is silent on specific kinds of packets being provided over the virtual private 
network. Accordingly, Schweitzer taken in view of Kujawa fails to teach or suggest each and 
ever^y element of claim 12. 

j For the reasons described above, claims 1, 1 1-15, 36 and 37 should be patentable over the 
citecj art. Accordingly, withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 
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n -i Rejection of Claims 2 and 3 Under 35 U.S.C. S103fal 

Claims 2 and 3 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schweitzer and Kujawa as applied to claim 1, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,516,416 
to ("Gregg"). Withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested for at least the following 
reasons. 

i 

Claims 2 and 3 depend from amended claim 1 . In rejecting claims 2 and 3, the Examiner 
ha4 cited Gregg for disclosure of providing a registered subscriber access to protected contents 
(Se£ Office Action, Page 9, citing Col. I, Lines 47-67 and Col. 4, Lines 1-5 of Gregg). 
However, the addition of Gregg does not make up for the aforementioned deficiencies of 
SchVeitzer and Kujawa with respect to claim 1, from which claims 2 and 3 depend. 
Accordingly, claims 2 and 3 are patentable over the cited art. 



IIL I Rejection o f Claim 4 Under 35 ILS.C. S103Cat 

j Claim 4 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Schweitzer, 
Kujawa and Gregg as applied to claims 2-and 3, and further in view of U.S. Publication No. ' 
200j$/0028884 to Swan ("Swart"). Withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested for at 
least the following reasons. 

j C,aim 4 ^end^ from claims 3, 2 audi. In the rejection of claim 4, the Examiner has 
cited Swart for disclosing a video file (See Office Action, Page 10, citing the Abstract and Para. 
[001|9] of Swart). However, the addition of Swart does not make up for the aforementioned 
deficiencies of Schweitzer taken in view of Kujawa and in further view of Gregg with respect to 
claims 2 and 3, from which claim 4 depends. Accordingly, claim 4 is patentable over the cited 
art. \ 
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IV j- Rejection of Claims 5. 6. 8 and 9 Under 35 U.S.C. ff imfo) 

j Claims 5, 6, 8 and 9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schweitzer and Kujawa as applied to claim 1, and further in view of U.S. Patent NO. 6,725,229 
to jvlajewski ("Majewski"). Withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested for ai least the 

following reasons. 

■i 

j Claims 5, 6, 8 and 9 depend either directly or indirectly from amended claim 1 . The 
further addition of Majewski does not make up for the aforementioned deficiencies of 
Schweitzer taken in view of Kujawa with respect to claim 1, from which claims 5, 6, 8 and 9 
depend. Accordingly, claims 5, 6, 8 and 9 should be patentable over the cited art. 

j Additionally, Schweitzer taken in view of Kujawa and in further view Majewski fails to 
teach or suggest launching an application based upon a menu selection, as recited in claim 5. In 
the Rejection of claim 5, the Examiner contends that Majewski discloses this element of claim 5 
<Se^ Office Action, Page 1 1 , citing FIGs. 5 and 6 and Col. 10, Lines 22-35 of Majewski). 
Applicant's representative respectfully disagrees. FIG. 5 of Majewski provides a exemplary 
flowchart of the functions supported by configuration utility software (See Majewski col. 9, In 
58 to col. 1 0, in. 1 ). The features described* in the cited section of Majewski do not include' ' 
launching an application. Instead, the features only include configuring the loader application, 
revising the daily activity, and canceling the application (See Majewski Fig. 5,6; col. 9 line 57, 
to col 10, II. 47). Therefore, the Schweitzer taken in view of Kujawa and in further view 
Majewski does not teach or suggest each and every element of claim 5. 

> 

V - I Rejection of Claim 7 Under 35 U.S.C 

j Claim 7 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §I03(a) as being unpatentable over Schweitzer 
Kujawa and Majewski as applied to claims 5 and 6, and further in view of Gregg. Withdrawal of 
this rejection is respectfully requested for at least the following reasons. 

j Claim 7 depends from claims 6, 5 and 1 . In rejecting claim 7, similar to the rejection of 
clatms 2 and 3, the Examiner has cited Gregg for disclosure of providing a registered subscriber 
access to protected contents (See Office Action, Page 9, citing Col. 1, Lines 47-67 and Col. 4, 

i -u- 
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Lijjes 1-5 of Gregg). However, the addition of Gregg does not make up for the aforementioned 
deficiencies of Schweitzer and Kujawa with respect to claims 5 and 6, from which claim 7 
defends. Accordingly, claim 7 should be patentable over the cited art. 

> 

VTl Rejection of Claim 16 Tinder 35 U.S.C 

j ° aim 16 stands under 35 U-S.C. §l03(a) as being unpatentable over Schweitzer 

in View of Gregg. Withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested for at least the following 
reakons. 

j Amended claim 1 6 is patentable for reasons similar to claims 1 and 36-37. Schweitzer 
taken in view of Gregg does not teach or suggest storing information at a client related to a 
determined amount of time, as recited in amended claim 16. Accordingly, Schweitzer taken in 
view of Gregg does not teach or suggested each and every element of amended claim 16. Thus, 
amended claim 16 is not made obvious by Schweitzer taken in view of Gregg, and amended 
claim 1 6 should be patentable over the cited art. 

i 

i 

VII j Rejection of Claims 17. 18 an d 22-27 Under 35 U.S.C. q iOift) 

; Claims 17, 18 and 22-27 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
ovej Schweitzer and Gregg as applied to claim 16, and further in view of Kujawa. Withdrawal 
of tips rejection is respectfully requested for at least the following reasons. 

! Claims 17, 18 and 22-27 depend either directly or mdirectly from claim 16. Thefurther 
addition of Kujawa does not make up for the aforementioned deficiencies of Schweitzer taken in 
view of Gregg with respect to claim 16, from which claims 17, 18 and 22-27 depend. 
Accordingly, claims 17, 18 and 22-27 should be patentable over the cited art. 

] AddJti <>nally, for reasons similar to those given in support of claims 1 and 36-37 
Schweitzer taken in view of Gregg and in further view of Kujawa fails to teach or suggest 
clain) 17 which depends from amended claim 16. Accordingly, Schweitzer taken in view of 
Gregg and in further view of Kujawa claim 1 7 does not make claim 17 obvious. 
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j Furth ennore, for the reasons stated in support of claim 12, Schweitzer taken in view of 
Grtegg and in further view of Kujawa fails to teach or suggest transmitting a disconnect packet 
frojm a client to a router device, as recited in claim 24. Therefore, Schweitzer taken in view of 
Grjjgg and in further view of Kujawa does not teach or suggest each and every element of 
claim 24. 

> 

j For the reasons described above, claims 17, 18 and 22-27 should be patentable over the 
cited an. Accordingly, withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 

! 

^t 1 - Rejection of Claims 19-21 Und er 35 U.S.C. S1(ttf a ) 

! ClaimS 19 " 21 stand "S*** «™»* 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schweitzer and Gregg as applied to claim 16 and further in view of Kujawa and Majewski. 
Withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested for at least the following reasons. 

j ClalmS 19-21 de P end fr0ra ***** claim 16. The further additions of Kujawa and 
Majewski do not make up for the aforementioned deficiencies of Schweitzer and Gregg with 
respect to amended claim 16, from which claims 19-21 depend. Accordingly, Schweitzer taken 
in view of Gregg and in further view of Kujawa and Majewski does'not make claims 1 9-21 * 
obvious, and claims 1 9-2 1 should be patentable over the cited art. 

IX -J Ration of Claims 29-31. 34 „ nd 35 Und^r 35 >T.S.C. S103( a ) 

j Claims 29-31, 34 and 35 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable 
oven Schweitzer in view of Kujawa, and further in view of Gregg. Withdrawal of this rejection 
is respectfully requested for at least the following reasons. 

I. Amended claim 29 is patentable for reasons similar to claims 1, 16 and 36-37 For 
reasons discussed above, Schweitzer taken in view of Kujawa and in further view of Greg, does 
not teach or suggest storing information relating to communication with a network in a client 
memory, as recited in amended claim 29. Accordingly, Schweitzer taken in view of Kujawa and 
in further view of Gregg does not teach or suggest each and every element of amended claim 29 
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Trjis, claim 29, as well as claims 30-31, 34 and 35 depending therefrom, should be patentable 
over the cited art. 

j Additionally, for reasons similar to those given in support of claim 1 2, Schweitzer taken 
in view of Kujawa and further in view of Gregg fails to teach or suggest transmitting a 
disconnect packet from a client to a router device, as recited in claim 35. Therefore, Schweitzer 
taken in view of Kujawa and further in view of Gregg does not teach or suggest each and every 
clement of claim 35. 

For the reasons described above, claims 29-31, 34 and 35 should be patentable over the 
cittjd art. Accordingly, withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 

x - j Rejection of Claim 32 Under 35 U.S.C. SKMfa) 

i Claim 32 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Schweitzer, 
Kujjawa and Gregg as applied to claim 29, and further in view of Swart. Withdrawal of this 
rejection is respectfully requested for at least the following reasons. 

! Claim 32 depends from amended claim 29. The further addition of Swart does not make 
up for the aforementioned deficiencies of Schweitzer taken in view of Kujawa and Gregg with 
resect to amended claim 29, from which claim 32 depends. Accordingly, Schweitter taken in 
view of Kujawa and in further view of Gregg and in still further view of Swan does not make 
dash 32 obvious, and claim 32 should be patentable over the cited art. 

Xl j Rejection of Claim 33 Under M U.S.C. SlMfrt 

j Claim 33 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Schweitzer, 
Kujawa and Gregg as applied to claim 29, and further in view of Majewski. Withdrawal of this 
rejection is respectfully requested for at least the following reasons. 

! Claim 33 depends from ««»tod claim 29. The further addition of Majewski does not 
makf up for the aforementioned deficiencies of Schweitzer taken in view of Kujawa and Gregg 
with respect to amended claim 29, from which claim 33 depends. Accordingly, Schweitzer taken 
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in jview of Kujawa and in further view of Gregg and in still further view of Majewski does not 
mike claim 33 obvious, and claim 33 should be patentable over the cited art. 

KM. Claim 28 

Claim 28 is not rejected by the present Office Action. Accordingly, Applicant's 
representative assumes that claim 28 would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the elements of claim 1 6. 
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CONCLUSION 

Tn view of the foregoing remarks, Applicant's representative respectfully submits that the 
present .application is in condition for allowance. Applicant's representative respectfully requests 
reconsideration of this application and that the application be passed to issue. 

\ P,CaSe Chargc ™ y deficiency or credit any overpayment in the fees for this amendment to 
out. Deposit Account No. 20-0090. 

! Respectfully submitted, 



Dafe / 2-/3-0? 



Customer No.: 26,294 

TAlfOLLI, SUNDHEIM, COVELL, & TUMMINO L.L.P. 

1300 East Ninth Street, Suite 1700 
Cleveland, Ohjo 441 14 
Phone: (216)621-2234 
(216) 621-4072 




Christopher P. Harris 
Registration No. 43,660 
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